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In the specval section on the “President’s science 
Advisory Comrmttee Revnted,” Wil l iam Gold- 
en’s openmg remarks glide by an mterestmg his- 
toncal pomt-why his proposals were not liter- 
ally accepted. There was no presidential science 
adviser appomted m  1950 or 195 1, although Oli- 
ver E. Buckley and Lee A. DuBridge, two early 
chairmen of the Science Advisory Comtmttee 
worked very hard to expand the role of the Com- 
mittee. President Truman’s act~on, in fact, oc- 
curred at a t ime when a NatIonal Science Founda- 
tion was bemg estabhshed, but m  a form 
deliberately stnpped of many attrlbures proposed 
by Vannevar Bush in Science-The Endless Fron- 
tier. Nor were there any intentions of establishmg 
an “OSRD” for a new mobdizarion or for peace- 
time. The Advanced Research Prolects Agency m  
DOD, I suppose, came closest to that optloo. But 
there appeared to be no intenuon of elevarmg SC,- 
ence adwce. 

Only the Sputmk CIISIS, with its intemauonal 
implications reversed that trend. But those very 
oripns guaranteed that PSAC and the Science Ad- 
vlser would place a heavy focus on national secu- 
nty. George Kisaakowsky’s published diary coo- 
Berms that emphasis, even as it shows him also 
concerned about the health of the sctent~fic enter- 
prise in general, and other less spectacular issues 
arising from the civilian scientific agenctes of the 
government-for example, health and environ- 
mental issues. 

Ln short, I find the remarks in the Hofstra Con- 
ference to be very mteresting and well-inten- 
tioned but somewhat beside the point. Pnor to 
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James Kil l ian’s appomtment, there was real anger 
in some quarters of the scientific commumty 
over the lack of vlslble status and Input-despite 
summer studies and the proliferation of non. 
profit think tanks. The contrast with the status of 
economics-wtuch had a Council of Econormc 
Advisers in the White House-was quite gal lmg 
and st111 arouses passloos in some breasts. Lf we 
are talkmg about desued effective advlce, there 
are many options open to any admmistrarion be- 
sides a PSAC. What has evolved now, as noted by 
several of the contnbutors to this ISSUL, IS an XI- 
credble structure of offices and comrmttees, per- 
manent and ad-hoc, withm the executive branch, 
with a lesser prohferation m  the Congress. The 
t&t, snug little world described by our memow 

1StS no longer custs. bXXIStlNting PSAC as 
such ~111 not work. 

The members of SAC and PSAC, of course, de- 
serve credtt for theu accomplishments. Theu la- 
bors, Indeed the entue science advisory apparatus 
from Eisenhower to Nixon, rested, however, on 
several assumptions: [II that “science” (or re- 
search] was a umty and that therefore a hrruted 
group of leaders could represent all issues and all 
constituencies; (21 that they could mamtam an 
intellectual and admmistrauve Independence for 
“scuence” while servmg whatever were the poli- 
cues of the adnumstrauon in power; and (31 that 
i fol lowmg from the former1 they could establish a 
harmony between the needs of the natmn’s re- 
search and development enterprise and tb.e priori- 
ties of any admlmstratton. Severe restncttons ex- 
1st in all three assumptions, especially today. A  
messy, pluralistic situation prevails which IS not 
at all soltable for the kind of return-to-PSAC 
nostalaa displayed here. There is a real need for 
creative thinkmg m  this important area of science 
policy and, it appears, a need for new models. 


